192 Chap. 6—third party dealings with goods
protection established by section 4 of the Law of Distress
Amendment Act, 1908 (e), provided the goods are not
otherwise excepted from protection, e.g., by being goods
comprised in a hire-purchase agreement made by a tenant;
and once a custom has been proved so as to defeat the
reputation of ownership, as to a certain class of goods left
in a certain class of persons' possession, all goods coming
within that class and in the possession of a person of that
class, are protected, whether they were in fact left in the
possession under circumstances that are within the scope
of the custom or not (/). E.g., if a custom were proved of
hiring pianos under hire-purchase to music-halls, then a
piano simply lent to a music-hall would be protected as
the reputation of ownership would have been rebutted
by proof of the custom (g).
The custom may be proved either by reported cases or
by direct evidence of the custom (h}y and a custom may
become so notorious that the Courts will take judicial
notice of it without proof (i).
The onus is on the person setting up the custom to
prove it (/), and in order to prove it, it is sufficient to
prove that it is known to the whole trade and to the
ordinary likely creditors of a person in that trade (k),
and it need not be proved that the custom is notorious
to the public generally (I).
Custom as to Household Furniture.—In view of
 (e)	5 Halsbury's Statutes 162 ;   Chappall v. Harrison, supra.
 (f)	Ex parte Turquand, Re Parker (1885), 14 Q.B.D. 636 ;   5 Digest
807, 6889 ;  Re Tabor, Ex parte Cork. [1920] 1 K.B. 808 ;  Digest Supp.
 (g)	See Chappell v. Harrison, supra, where, however, it was held
that the custom had not been established.
(h) Ex parte Powell, Re Matthews (1875), 1 Ch. D. 501 ; 5 Digest 804,
6869.
(i) Ibid.
(j) Ex parte Scarth, Re Ashton (1840), 1 Mont. D. & De G. 240 ;
5 Digest 803, 6862.
(k) Ex parte Watkins, Re Couston (1873), 5 Ch. App. 520 ; 5 Digest
803, 6863] Re Hill (1875), 1 Ch. D. 503 (ri) ; 5 Digest 803, 6864',
Ex parte Linnell, Re Rose (1888), 4 T.L.R. 255, C.A.; 5 Digest 803, 6865.
(I) Ex parte Watkins, Re Couston, supra; Watson v. Peache (1834),
1 Bing. N.C. 327 ; 5 Digest 804, 6870.

